Introduction
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The practice of raising animals for meat has come under increasing public scrutiny in recent 24 decades, particularly in western, developed societies where food is relatively plentiful. Most animal production on the environment, and the sustainability of meat production, also have 31 been raised ; however animal welfare continues to be the main ethical 32 issue for consumers and the community, at least with respect to the pork industry in 33 Australia, and thus is the focus in this paper. 34 The diversity of opinions about farm animal welfare among food system actors, changing 35 opinions among these actors over time, increasing scrutiny of food production methods 36 within the media (Phillipov 2016a) , combined with ongoing and increasing demand for 37 affordable animal protein products presents challenges for livestock production. The 38 purpose of this paper is first to outline research into both community and consumer 39 attitudes to livestock production from a range of disciplines and across locales including 40 Australia, with particular focus on the assumptions about consumers that underpin this 41 research given the methodologies employed. Second, we present findings from our own and led to the inclusion of the positive concept of 'welfare', rather than focus merely on 56 cruelty, in legislation referring to the treatment of production animals (Woods 2011) . 57 Research efforts into farm animal welfare initially aimed to maximize productivity while 58 addressing the welfare needs of animals in production systems, and focused on the 59 connection between animal biology and an animal's "welfare state" (Fox 1980 ). Improved 60 understandings of motivation, cognition and the intricacy of social behaviour has led to a 61 rapid development of animal welfare science in the past 30 years (Broom 2011 (Mellor and Beausoleil 2015) , and "quality of life" (Mellor 2016 ; see also Cornish et al. 72 2016 for a more detailed review). However, much of the farm animal welfare research has 73 had a strong emphasis on scientific understandings of welfare and the impact of associated 74 practices on the profitability and the supply chain, rather than on how members of the 75 broader public conceptualise animal welfare. While there is scientific evidence to assist in 76 justifying how some farm animals are raised, some contend that these justifications align 77 more closely with the profitability of the system, rather than with the moral obligations 78 towards animals that many in Western societies believe that we should have. To put it even 79 more bluntly, it could be argued (as it is by activist groups when arguing against industry 80 domination of research efforts) that the aim of much farm animal welfare research has been 81 to identify production environments that have the least negative impacts on the animal, 82 rather than developing optimal environments. values. However, the extent to which an animal should be able to have a natural life within 88 an artificial environment is one of the key areas of tension between scientists and the 89 broader community. Broom (2011), Rollin (1990 Rollin ( , 1995 , Fraser et al. (1997) , and it has been noted that these roles may not be well coordinated 102 with respect to meat production . Not all members of society agree 103 that it is appropriate to consume animals or products made from animals, and those who 104 avoid meat and other animal products may not considered "consumers", however their 105 views and behaviours as citizens are still important to the livestock production sector. Those 106 who do eat animal products can act as both consumers and citizens in different contexts.
107
Ethical consumerism aims to reconcile these behaviours to some extent and typically refers behaviours, and in particular whether they made any purchases that they viewed as 291 "ethical". We asked participants explicitly whether they purchased food with animal welfare 292 14 claim; free-range or cage-free eggs were the most commonly mentioned products. However 293 often those who had preferences for free-range eggs did not prefer meat with animal 294 welfare claims. Our participants suggested reasons for this apparent inconsistently, namely 295 that the labelling on egg products was larger, that they were easier to find in the 296 supermarket, but perhaps most importantly that the price difference as compared to the 297 conventional product was manageable within their budgets whereas meat was already an 298 expensive item and therefore the premium for welfare claims made it "too expensive".
299
When participants talked about free-range meats, it was more common for them to 300 mention chicken than pork, and there was little discussion of beef and sheep meat. One of 301 the main issues that people raised in connection with meat production was confinement, 302 revealing their perceptions that it is common practice for pigs and meat-birds to be issue, in other words that certain foodstuffs may reduce an animal's wellbeing or even make 315 animals ill. However, we suggest that it is more likely that our participants felt that an 316 'unknown' animal diet increased the risk associated with the resulting food products. consumption', it appears instead that welfare claims are being used by consumers as proxies 329 for quality in terms of both nutrition and safety. This finding is critical as it changes the 330 category of behaviour from one that is 'ethical' and oriented towards the moral other (e.g., 331 the animal whose higher welfare is desired or even the environment which might be 332 affected by production practices), to one that is motivated by the needs and desires of 333 oneself and one's family. In short, it may well be the case that preferences for animal 334 welfare products are not based on what we typically consider to be 'ethical' considerations. children that deal expressly with meat production. We hypothesised, based on tracking 364 discussions on social media, that this might also be a difficult subject for parents in meat-365 consuming families to discuss because of fears that their children might become emotional, 366 or that it may seem to contradict messages about caring for animals. Parents, particularly 367 those in urban areas, also may feel that they lack knowledge of animal production. We also 368 could find no information about what Australian parents thought was an appropriate age for 369 children to learn about the animal origins of meat, or whether certain activities such as 370 attending agricultural shows were important for teaching children about meat production.
371
To address these questions, we surveyed 225 primary carers of children from Australian 372 households where meat was consumed. Most of respondents (93%) had talked with their 373 children about meat production and 60% felt that these conversations were appropriate 374 when the children were five or younger. Most conversations occurred when preparing (67%) 375 or eating (65%) meals. Parents stressed that it was important from an early age for children 376 to know where their food comes from. They also noted that if children were older when 377 they were told where meat comes from, they were more likely to become upset. There 378 were some differences in the ways that women and men thought about meat eating; for 379 instance, women were more likely to agree that children should make conscious decisions animals should be treated well on farms and killed humanely, and that the effort that goes 402 into producing meat should be recognised. 403 Our research also found that the home environment is typically where children first learn 404 about food production, including meat. In addition, parents talk to children about meat in 405 ways that reflect their own values about meat production. We contend that one of the most 406 important findings was the value of respect stressed by most study respondents, which we 407 believe is an encouraging starting point for a broader conversation about the future of scientists and arguably producers), it is unclear that increasing awareness and knowledge of 423 these practices will create more community acceptance or change consumer behaviours. 424 We argue that trust is more important than knowledge or information. While it is difficult 425 to gauge community sentiments towards pig production for the reasons we have outlined 426 above, based on the available literature in related domains, it is likely that concerns for 427 animal welfare do not regularly influence the food choices made by the majority of 
